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The 1980s witnessed an unparalled review, analysis, and critique of the 
quality of education and schooling in the United States. Criticism that has ema-
nated from the wide range of reports and research studies was directed to all levels 
of education including the nation's schools (Boyer, 1986; Goodlad, 1983; Sizer, 
1986), teacher education (Holmes Group, 1986), conditions of teaching and the 
teaching profession (Carnegie Task Force, 1986), and the quality of undergraduate 
education (Bennett, 1984; Boyer, 1987)_ A federally funded report called "A 
Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform" (National Commission, 
1983) was the impetus for many of the later documents and was largely responsi-
ble for shaping the public's view of education. The seriousness of the allegations 
about the decline and general malaise in education that set the tone for many later 
documents can best be understood from an oft-quoted line of the report: "If an 
unfriendly foreign power had done to American education what the country has 
done to itself it would have been regarded as an act of war" (p. 1). 
Several solutions have been proposed to what has been described as the 
mediocrity of American education. These can be summarized as (a) improve the 
quality of those who teach in schools by improving the quality of teacher prepa-
ration programs and extend them to a fifth year, (b) improve the conditions of 
schooling and the autonomy of teachers and reward quality work, thereby 
encouraging creative teachers to remain in the profession, and (c) keep less able 
teachers and less able prospective teachers out of the profession by establishing 
higher standards. Prospective teachers must demonstrate such competencies by 
passing a test that allows entrance into the profession. 
There has been a dramatic increase in teacher testing in the last 6 or 7 years 
(Haney, Madaus, & Kreitzer, 1987). All indications are that "by 1990, virtually 
every state in the nation will require tests of basic skills, subject matter knowl-
edge, and professional knowledge before a teacher can receive a standard license 
to teach" (Darling-Hammond, 1984, p. 1). Certification tests have become a 
visible and controversial issue in education, with several of the major reports 
on schooling and teacher education advocating some form of teacher testing. The 
Carnegie report, "Teachers for the 21st Century," was most explicit about test-
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ing and called for the establishment of a national teacher certification board. Sig-
nificant funding was provided by the Carnegie Foundation for the Teacher 
Assessment Project directed by Lee Shulman to design and study the feasibility 
of various teacher assessment models (Shulman, 1987). In addition, the Carnegie 
Foundation set aside several million dollars to establish the National Teacher Cer-
tification Board, which is a 52-member board made up mostly of practicing 
teachers. The purpose of the board is to establish a voluntary professional teacher 
certification policy. Policies of the board will be guided by findings of the Teacher 
Assessment Project. 
While testing of teachers is not new, the growth of teacher testing histori-
cally had less to do with increasing student achievement than with the political 
agenda of the time (Haney et al., 1987). A brief history of the National Teacher 
Exam (NTE) by Haney et al. makes this point and is elaborated upon in O'Sullivan 
and Tannehill (1990). Development of the NTE grew from Ben Wood's work 
at the University of Pennsylvania in the early 1940s. Its popularity grew initially 
in large part from a desire by superintendents to have a large pool of teacher 
candidates from which to select teachers. 
Many have argued that the continued growth of the NTE in the 1950s was 
a function of the Desegregation Act. Arthur Benson, then Director of the NTE, 
wrote to school officials in the South and pointed out that black and white teachers 
tended to score differently on the exam, indicating' 'the south could face its future 
with confidence" (Wilson, 1984, p. 306). Several efforts in the 1960s and 70s 
were made to rectify disparities and to further professionalize the NTE by weight-
ing the professional knowledge component more heavily than the basic literacy 
component. This has backfired in many respects, as some states have chosen to 
focus on basic literacy skills as prerequisites to teaching rather than emphasizing 
basic literacy in addition to professional knowledge. 
Several states have developed their own basic literacy test, such as the 
California Basic Education Skills Test (CBEST). ETS jumped on the bandwagon 
by developing the Pre-Professional Skills Test (PPST) for Texas. An example 
of how the credibility and prestige of teaching and teacher testing can be under-
mined is clear when one considers that the PPST is used in one state as an en-
trance examination to a teacher preparation program and in another state as an 
entrance examination to the teaching profession following completion of a teacher 
preparation program. This would be analogous to someone gaining entrance to 
the legal profession by passing the entrance exam to law school! 
As with other subject matter, physical education has developed a specialty 
test designed to measure content knowledge of prospective physical educators. 
Although individual state validation of the NTE is a common practice prior to 
statewide adoption, the level of involvement by state leaders of physical educa-
tion is not known. Practitioners in scnools and representatives of a few teacher 
education institutions are asked to serve on validation teams, yet there is no ratio-
nale as to how these individuals are selected or whether they are the most quali-
fied for the task. Despite problems and criticisms related to the NTE, it is not 
likely to change or be eliminated soon. To ensure that the specialty area test of 
the NTE is a representative measure of physical education content, its develop-
ment, revision, and validation must reflect a collaborative effort of knowledge-
able physical educators. Design of these tests requires input from practicing 
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teachers and teacher educators with guidance from test development agencies. 
The American Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation and Dance 
(AAHPERD) and the state directors of physical education across the nation need 
to vigorously pursue the interests of physical education in these teacher testing 
procedures. 
Purpose of Study 
Realizing the need for professional leadership and involvement in the teacher 
testing issue throughout the country, this study was undertaken and guided by 
the following questions: 
1. How many states use a physical education subject matter specialty test? 
2. To what degree are presidents-elect of AAHPERD familiar with and/or 
involved in testing procedures for physical education in their states? 
3. To what degree are state directors of physical education or their represen-
tatives in the state departments of education familiar with and/or consulted 
about the content and form of teacher testing for physical education in their 
state? 
4. What are the attitudes of the presidents-elect and state directors toward 
teacher testing and the content of physical education tests? 
Subjects and Procedures 
Two sets of educators comprised the subjects for this study. The first set 
was composed of 32 AAHPERD representatives serving as presidents-elect of 
their respective state organizations during the spring of 1988. The second set of 
subjects was composed of 35 directors of physical education and/or those respon-
sible for K-12 physical education curriculum and instruction at the state level. 
An II-item questionnaire and cover letter was sent to every president-elect 
of the state AAHPERD association as part of a packet of information about the 
upcoming state presidents-elect conference. They were asked to bring the com-
pleted questionnaire to the presidents-elect conference at the national AAHPERD 
headquarters in Reston, Virginia, the following month. Questionnaires collected 
at that time reflected a 50% response rate. A follow-up letter and second ques-
tionnaire was sent 1 week later, resulting in an additional 14% response for a 
total respondent rate of 64 % . 
A 19-item questionnaire and cover letter was mailed to all state directors 
of physical education at the state departments of education or to those responsible 
for K-12 physical education curriculum and instruction at the state level. Names 
and addresses were obtained from the Society of State Directors. Following the 
initial request and one follow-up letter to nonrespondents, a response rate of70% 
was achieved. 
Instrumentation 
The researchers developed two questionnaires designed to provide infor-
mation relative to teacher testing in general and subject-matter testing in physical 
education in particular. A report published by the U.S. Department of Educa-
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tion, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, titled What's Happening 
in Teacher Testing (Rudner, 1987), provided the framework for the question-
naires. This document outlined specific facts about teacher testing for each state 
as reported to respective departments of education and provided a basis for for-
mulating questions directed at the target population. Instruments were field-tested 
by two past presidents-elect of AAHPERD and three state directors of physical 
education, with the final questionnaires reflecting their comments and suggestions. 
Data Analysis 
Descriptive statistics were computed on the data from the presidents-elect 
and state directors separately for each question. Several questions on both ques-
tionnaires were the same; this was done to (a) triangulate evidence about physi-
cal education testing in each state and (b) compare the knowledge and attitudes 
of both groups about teacher testing in general and physical education testing in 
particular. A chi-square test of association was used to determine similarities and 
differences of responses on similar questions by the presidents-elect and state direc-
tors of physical education. 
Results 
Table 1 provides information about what is known about teacher testing 
by state from the perspective of the AAHPERD presidents-elect, the state physical 
education directors, and what has been published by the U.S. Government Print-
ing Office (Rudner, 1987). This table reflects data relative to the type of certifi-
cation test required (pPST, CBEST, NTE, custom made), content covered in these 
tests (basic literacy, professional knowledge, or subject-specific content), pur-
pose of testing (teacher certification, provisional certification, promotion, or ad-
mission to teacher education programs), and whether physical education 
subject-matter tests are administered and/or required for certification. 
As Table 1 shows, 41 states have teacher certification testing programs in 
place, scheduled for implementation, or in the planning stages. The NTE is the 
most frequently used test for teacher certification, with at least one component 
of this battery of tests used in 21 state teacher testing programs. The NTE is com-
posed of a core battery covering communication skills, general knowledge, and 
professional knowledge of teaching. Other standardized teaching tests that are 
used include the Pre-Professional Skills Test (PPST), the California Basic Edu-
cation Skills Test (CBEST), and several custom-made tests. Content covered by 
certification tests includes general knowledge (31 states), professional knowledge 
(24 states), and subject-specific knowledge (29 states). Although an exact figure 
on the number of states requiring a physical education content test is not avail-
able, presidents-elect indicated that 15 states use it while state directors suggested 
that 23 states implement subject-matter tests in physical education. 
Both sets of subjects were asked if they felt that certification testing in 
physical education was appropriate and the reasons for such testing. As shown 
in Table 2, when asked to give eight reasons for testing teachers, both presidents-
elect and state directors ranked keeping incompetents out of the teaching profes-
sion and ensuring quality teaching as the top two reasons to test. Although 
presidents-elect ranked promotion (reward quality) as an important reason for 
testing, state directors differed from them significantly (p= .05) on this issue, 
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Table 2 
Reasons Given by Presidents and Directors for Teacher Testing 
Strongly agree Strongly disagree 
Pres. Dirs. Pres. Dlrs. 
Reasons F oAl F oAl F % F oAl 
Keep Incompetents out 23 79 23 70 3 10 4 12 
Gain prestige 17 55 17 52 6 19 8 24 
Ensure quality 24 77 24 73 4 13 1 3 
Reward quality· 13 42 4 12 9 29 18 55 
Provisional certification 14 45 22 71 8 26 5 6 
Recertification 14 45 15 46 10 32 11 33 
Adm. to teacher prep. 13 43 15 48 6 20 11 36 
Hold teachers accountable 15 48 13 39 10 32 12 36 
.p= .05. 
ranking promotion the last of eight reasons for testing. It should be noted that 
the Education Testing Service has indicated it will not allow its test to be used 
for purposes of promotion. 
Physical education directors and presidents-elect reported that the content 
of tests for physical education teachers should cover professional knowledge and 
subject-matter knowledge, with less attention to testing basic literacy skills (see 
Table 3). All presidents-elect ranked subject-matter knowledge as the most im-
portant content for physical educators; professional knowledge ranked second 
(94 %) and basic literacy ranked third (84 % ). No significant differences were found 
between the two groups on this issue, although state directors identified profes-
sional knowledge as the most critical content, followed by subject-matter knowl-
edge (91 %) and basic literacy (77 % ). In reality, however, California and several 
Table 3 
Ranking of Content Coverage on Tests for Physical Education Teachers 
Presidents Directors 
Test areas n % Rank n oAl Rank 
Basic literacy/skills 26 84 3 27 77 3 
Professional knowledge 29 94 2 34 97 1 
Subject matter knowledge 31 100 32 91 2 
Note: No significant differences were found on any variables. 
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southern states including Texas have devoted most of their energies to testing 
of teachers' basic literacy skills. 
It is interesting to note that both state directors and presidents-elect chose 
a conservative approach to assessment of teachers in their high ranking of paper 
and pencil tests as the most appropriate way for teachers to display their knowl-
edge about the teaching and learning process (see Table 4). With support from 
the Carnegie Corporation, Lee Shulman and his colleagues at Stanford University 
are developing prototype assessment procedures for teachers. Shulman is study-
ing the validity and feasibility of providing a battery of assessments that would 
give multiple perspectives of teachers' ability. While a final report has yet to 
be completed, suggested assessment alternatives may include (a) paper and pencil 
tests of content and pedagogy knowledge, (b) documentation by an experienced 
mentor teacher on a candidate's achievement of specific classroom teaching skills, 
and (c) teaching assessment at a testing center involving simulations, exercises, 
and interviews by a panel of teacher examiners. Table 4 reveals another interest-
ing issue related to procedures for implementing teacher tests. Some 59% of the 
presidents-elect displayed preference for peer or colleague involvement in the 
testing process while only 37 % of the state directors felt that this form of assess-
ment was appropriate or desirable. 
Table 4 
Type of Teacher Testing Preferred 
Procedure 
Paper and pencil 
Performance assessment by administration 
Performance assessment by peers 
Other 
Presidents 
n 0Al Rank" 
26 81 1 
12 38 3 
19 59 2 
5 16 4 
"1 = most frequent and 4 = least frequent response. 
Directors 
n % Rank 
30 86 1 
14 40 2 
13 37 3 
6 17 4 
There were few differences between presidents-elect and physical educa-
tion directors in their description of appropriate content for professional tests for 
physical educators. Over 90% of the respondents indicated that pedagogy-
principles of effective teaching-should be a major focus of testing. In contrast, 
knowledge of the foundations of physical education subject matter, such as 
philosophy and history of physical education, was not perceived as critical (68 % 
on average) to the success of a physical educator (see Table 5). This may reflect 
in part the so-called vocational orientation of many university students who see 
little relevance for educational foundations in general to their success as educa-
tional professionals. 
Both groups were questioned about who should be involved in test develop-
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Table 5 
Content of Teacher Testing Considered Appropriate 
Presidents Directors 
Content area n % Rank n % Rank 
Growth and development 28 88 4 33 91 9 
Physical/biological sciences 23 72 6 26 74 5 
Psychosocial aspects 24 75 5 24 69 5 
Principles of effective teaching 30 94 2 32 91 2 
Foundations 22 69 7 24 67 7 
Skill analysis 30 94 2 28 80 4 
Fitness 31 97 32 91 2 
Note. No differences found between presidents and directors on variables. 
Table 6 
Ranking of Persons Who Should be Involved In Teacher Testing 
Presidents (n = 32) Directors (n = 35) 
Rank 1" M rank Rank"" Rank 1" M rank Rank"" 
Person/group n n 
State P.E. directors 2 5.56 3 1 4.4 5 
State AAHPERD board 0 5.28 4 2 4.17 6 
University faculty 14 6.5 1 4 5.22 2 
State board of education 0 3.93 6 5 3.54 7 
NES/ETS 5 4.37 5 9 4.65 4 
Teacher unions 0 3.15 7 1 4.68 3 
P.E. teachers 7 5.8 2 9 5.42 1 
Other 0 1.18 8 2 1.51 8 
"Frequency of those who ranked this item no. 1. 
""1 = most appropriate designers of test; 8 = least appropriate. 
ment. Note the importance that both groups place on the university faculty's role 
in test development (Table 6). Of the 32 presidents-elect responding to this ques-
tionnaire, 14 ranked university faculty as the most important persons to be in-
volved with test development. Although more obvious for presidents-elect, 
university faculty involvement is also ranked high by state directors, with an overall 
rank of second out of eight options. The low status of teachers' unions and their 
place in development of teacher tests is evident in the seventh place ranking by 
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presidents-elect. Physical education teachers themselves are seen as important 
in the test development process. State directors rank them first and presidents-
elect rank them second. 
Table 7 makes it clear that both state directors and presidents-elect see 
AAHPERD's major role in present and future testing initiatives in physical edu-
cation as test development (29 and 47%, respectively), evaluation of teacher tests 
(31 and 14%), and/or advising on test development (23 and 34%). It is interest-
ing to note that neither presidents-elect nor state directors saw a significant role 
for AAHPERD in inservice work to prepare teachers for such tests. Presidents-
elect saw a minimal role for AAHPERD in test administration while state direc-
tors across the country indicated little interest in such a role for themselves. 
Table 7 
Role That State AAHPERD Should Have In Teacher Testing at the State Level 
Pres. Dirs. 
Role n % n % Pres. rank· Dirs. rank· 
Test development 15 47 10 29 2 
Test evaluation 10 31 5 14 2 3 
AdviSOry 8 25 12 34 3 1 
Personnel 4 13 5 14 5 3 
No response 4 13 2 6 5 6 
Inservice 1 3 4 11 7 5 
Test administration 6 19 2 6 4 6 
·1 = most important; 8 = least important. 
Table 8 
Level of Involvement In Testing of P.E. Directors 
Previously Desired 
Type of involvement n % Rank n % Rank 
Test development 12 43 2 13 52 1 
Test evaluation 6 21 3 6 24 3 
Advisory role 3 11 4 8 32 2 
Personnel recruitment 3 11 4 4 16 4 
Inservicelfacilitate 1 4 6 3 12 5 
No role/involvement 12 44 1 2 8 6 
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There is little involvement in teacher testing by state directors of physical 
education. Table 8 reveals that 44% of the state directors responding to our sur-
vey have had no contact with any agency or group concerned with teacher test-
ing. It is interesting to note that in addition to not being contacted about or having 
involvement with the teacher testing process, many state directors possess little 
accurate knowledge about testing in their own states, as reflected in Table 1. They 
do not perceive their role as providers of inservice for tests already established, 
yet would like to be involved with test development and evaluation. 
l!)nsCunsSBOIlU 
How informed are our state AAHPERD officers and our state directors of 
physical education? Results of our study indicate minimal involvement with teacher 
testing in any capacity-development, revision, validation, or implementation. 
The two most visible groups representing physical education, state directors and 
AAHPERD presidents-elect, are not aware of or knowledgeable about certifica-
tion testing. Some overall conclusions drawn from our data are summarized. 
Agreement between the facts, as reported about teacher testing at the state 
and national levels, and what our AAHPERD representatives and state directors 
knew about testing was not high. Of the first five categories identified in Table 1, 
only 41 of 169 instances showed agreement between what is actually happening 
in teacher testing and the perceptions of the presidents-elect and state directors 
about what is happening in teacher testing. Included in these categories is iden-
tification of the test currently being implemented or planned (NTE, PPST, CBEST, 
or custom made) and the specific content of the test in use (basic literacy, profes-
sional knowledge, and/or subject-specific knowledge). 
When looking at specific questions and how accurately our presidents-elect 
and state directors were in their responses, the results were dismal. Only 8 of 
the 35 directors correctly identified the test being used in their state. Only 28 
knew whether a test was currently being implemented in their state while only 
21 of the 32 presidents answered this question accurately. Fifteen directors (43 %) 
and 15 presidents-elect (47%) agreed on the existence of or proposed development 
of a teacher certification test in their state. Only 6 directors (17 %) and 6 presidents-
elect (19%) were aware of the content of those tests. Agreement between the 
two groups was minimal, with only 4 directors and presidents-elect agreeing on 
the content of the certification tests. Fourteen directors and presidents-elect agreed 
on whether or not a physical education subject-matter test was being planned or 
implemented. 
A second disturbing conclusion from these findings is the conservative view 
of testing revealed by present leaders in the physical education profession. Their 
preference (81 and 86%) for paper and pencil tests to evaluate the effectiveness 
of physical education teachers showed little awareness of present efforts by 
Shulman (1987), Brice-Heath (1989), and others to develop alternate testing sys-
tems including teacher portfolios and simulation exercises in addition to or in 
place of paper and pencil tests. 
The National Teacher Certification Board, established to develop volun-
teer teacher certification systems to improve the quality of teachers, hopes to be 
guided by the work of Shulman and his colleagues at Stanford who are research-
ing the effectiveness of multiple assessment tools to evaluate teachers' work. It 
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is financed by the Carnegie Foundation and federal funds to an estimated $50 
million. It is composed of 52 representatives from the education profession, the 
majority of whom are practicing teachers representing virtually every major subject 
area in the public schools with the exception of physical education. If our leaders 
in physical education are not aware of this oversight or have not taken a stand 
to rectify the situation, how can we expect others to be aware of or value our 
profession? 
Unless the physical education profession becomes more informed of what 
is happening in teacher testing at state and national levels, physical educators will 
be left to react to others' decisions on how teachers of physical education should 
be judged qualified to teach in the nation's schools. Physical educators need to 
be proactive and have their voices heard in the design, revision, and implemen-
tation of such tests if they are to influence one of the critical gate-keeping functions 
in the educational arena. 
Practitioners and teacher educators should be able to look to state leaders 
for guidance and support on such issues as teacher testing that may have an im-
pact on professional lives. Policy statements on teacher testing in physical education 
ought to be informed by what is known about the relationship between content 
knowledge tests and on-the-job performance. There is little evidence that tests 
as now used are related to teacher competence or performance. The American 
Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation and Dance and the state direc-
tors of physical education should be working together to address testing issues 
and concerns that have an impact on our profession. Much work needs to be done 
if we are to attract the best and most able into teaching and keep them in the 
profession. Teacher testing should be seen as a support rather than a barrier to 
this effort. 
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